(i) structure. The opening couplets constitute broadly-stated paradoxes which are repeatedly almost resolved in the following couplets, as the original paradoxes are restated in progressively more specific instances. Thus the first couplet refers to society in general, the second to the anatomy-theatre in general, the third to a dissection in the Amsterdam anatomy-theatre, and the fourth to what is taught during a dissection in the Amsterdam anatomy-theatre. This gradual sharpening of focus, from many men (qui vivi, v. 1) to the smallest part of an individual man (v. 8), is accompanied by a movement in the opposite direction: as the scope of the subject diminishes, the significance of what is found increases, from health (v. 2) through virtue (v. 4) to divinity and implied immortality (v. 8) . Hence the last couplet, which as it were combines the lowest note on one scale with the highest on another, presents a starker paradox than the opening couplets. Since the movement at the beginning of the poem was towards resolution, not intensification, of the paradoxes, this result can be regarded as yet a further paradox.
(ii) details24" title: the anatomy-theatre constructed in 1639 was in a building off a street in the in which exuviae are represented both as the skin which, before dissection, covered over the rest of the body, and as the body which, before death, covered over the soul. Hence "integuments". interpreted ista ratione as qualifying mori, but since no ratio moriendi has been or will be mentioned, ista is left without a reference, and the translator is obliged to supply one: hence Commelin's version "schoon de afgestorven leeden/ons raden, dat men moet ontvlieden zulk een schand" (Caspar Commelin, Beschryvinge van Amsterdam, Amsterdam, 1693, book IV, p. 654) and Heckscher's "warn us not to die for crimes" (p. 1 12). However, ista ratione does make sense if it is taken to qualify vetat, with ista looking back to quamvis mortua: although the frusta are dead, and therefore (one might suppose) inarticulate, it is really by virtue of that deadness (ista ratione) that they serve us as a warning.
5-6 Hic loquitur: does Barlaeus mean only that Tulp in person speaks in the anatomytheatre (M. T6th-Ubbens, in Mauritshuis, p. 92)? or does he also, as Heckscher (p. 29) suggests, imply that Rembrandt's portrait of Dr. Tulp "speaks" to those who see it hanging in the anatomy-theatre (if it was there)? One could argue against the latter interpretation that the poem does not describe the picture accurately, since the poem uses nosce teipsum in an optimistic sense (see v. 7n. below, on et) but the picture represents the proverb in the pessimistic sense, according to our hypothesis (see p. 43 above). However, this argument is not conclusive, and whether or not the poem describes the painting is surely less important than the equivalence of each to the other, in different art forms. Both treat the same subject -the metaphysical paradox of man, mortal yet divine -in an appropriately paradoxical style using the juxtaposition of opposites.
6 cf. the poem by "Petrus Monauius medicus vratislauensis" In Fel. Plateri opus The paradox ofRembrandt's 'Anatomy ofDr. Tuip' anatomicum v. 34 "dum secat artifici mortua membra manu".250 [7] [8] Here, I suggest on the following grounds, Barlaeus is not speaking only in propria persona, but also paraphrasing the introduction to Nicolaes Tulp's anatomical praelections, as delivered in the Amsterdam anatomy-theatre.
(a) The structure of the poem. Each succeeding couplet provides a specific instance to support the claim made in the previous couplet. Hence, just as the fact that Tulp "speaks" in the Amsterdam anatomy-theatre (couplet 3) documents the assertion that anything is taught there at all (couplet 2), so what Tulp says (couplet 4) would document the claim that he "speaks" there at all (couplet 3).
(b) The lessons of this couplet, cognitio sui and cognitio Dei, were commonly proposed as the lessons of anatomy, especially by Laurentius, an anatomist whose works Tulp and his colleagues greatly admired. See pp. 9-12 above, and Appendix III above, pp. 71-72.
(c) According to the following argument, this couplet was already understood in the seventeenth century to depend on loquitur in v. 5. When the present poem was inscribed inside the next anatomy-theatre at Amsterdam (c. 1690), vv. 5-6, the verses referring to Nicolaes Tulp, were omitted, having become obsolete with his retirement in 1653. If Barlaeus had been thought to be speaking in propria persona in vv. 7-8, the omission of vv. 
